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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



LAFAYETTE RICKS 



Plaintiff, 



V. 



MPD OFFICER TOMMY BARNES 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Defendants. 



Civil Action No.: 05-1756 
HHK/DAR 



PLAINTIFF'S OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS' RENEWED MOTION FOR AN 
EXTENSION OF TIME FOR RESPONDING TO FEE PETITION 



EXHIBIT 2 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



JOSEPH S. HEARD, 

Hamtiff; 



V. 



DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, ei al., 
Detetidants. 



Civil Action No. 02-296 {CKK) 



OIDIM 

The iiiitter before the Ccfirt is Ae Defeidmfs untimely Motion for Enkr^ment of Time 
to file Opposition to iee Petitioi [163], and Pliintiff's %posiion [164], The D«fendaifs 
xcQiMM is for im enlargemerit of time iiritii October 14, 2005, to oppose the fee petition. Pursuant 
to ilie (.'^wit's Scheduling and Procedures Order m this case on February 17, 2004, requests for 
exteiisions of tinie shall be filed four business days before the expiration of the due date. In this 
ease, AemotiGH. w»:. tied :on, '.Friday, ;S'eptembor 30, 2005, at:3:42 p.m.-less: than four business 
days before 'thccliie'date of Monday, October 3, 2005. Defense counsel certainly should have 
beeii able to fbresee that he was incapable of completing the opposition to fee petition prior to 
the time,: wheaie;fiied.'Ms,..requestfor «xteiisioE of time. 

WheaAe f«'petitioa'was fiM'siaopen mm% the Court asked defense couase! h\m much 
time, would be required to r«poEd;to4t, 'taking' .into account 'vacations, work load, and any other 
matters that would iilfect th,e time frame. Over .Plaintiffs objeciion, the Court grarstcd the 
requested 60 days with die provision that there would be no exten.^jions, which was continTied in 
the Couit's Mio'itte Order dated August 5, 2005. Although defense counsel acknowledges: that 






Aera-were WMmb mtem0m^,i^^m^-mmM. lists -a/liteay ©f prior. Mmmito-sM imeh ».s 

lo liave been kii.owii at the time the due date was set. The only coiicliisiofi that the Court can 
raacii is tfm! die defense counsel in this case aaci the Attorney General's Ofike have little regard 
for court onJers mm deaclliiKS. 

However, the Coiirr caiiiKit simply mle thai ilie fee petictoR is cooceded m.d gmm the fiil! 
aii0imt, m Ihe Cotiri h required to review it aiid delemiiiie its masoDableiiess, among other 
things. Having a response itom the District of Coimiibia is mportaiit to che Comt. if not to the 
Attaiiiey (lenenirs Office. 

Accorciingiy, it is this _6|h_ day rfOotober, 2005, 

OlIJEERi) thai the Coiiit shall piflt-m-pirt.mddtiy-.iii.prt Difadaaf i MotM-fer 
Enlargeiiieiit ofJimic m File Opj5osi!io-ii to Fee Petttiaii [163]: and. it is 

FURTH.EM. ORDERED that the opposition shall be filed m later thm Tuesday, 
C)viciber 1 1 , 2005. "^" ^^^ ^ ^-^^^^^..^^ 



COLLEEN KOLLAR^KOTELLY 
UBited StMm District Judge 



